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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 
Further to first Amendment filed January 4, 2007, claims 1 and 12 were amended 
without prejudice or disclaimer. No new mater has been added. Claims 1-19 remain in 
the application. 

Claim rejections under 35 U.S.C 101 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-19 stating that the claims did not enable their 
usefulness to be realized. Applicants have further amended independent claims 1 and 12. 
No new matter has been added. Claim 1 now recites the step of adjusting an array layout 
and selecting an optimum panel dimension for the PCB panel based on optimum 
calculated panel efficiency. Claim 12 now recites generating optimum array and panel 
dimensions, as well as PCB placement orientation utilizing the PEF; and fitting the PCBs 
onto the at least one array and the at least one array onto the PCB panel utilizing the 
optimum array and panel dimensions and PCB placement orientation . As such, a 
tangible resuk is now recited in both independent claims and the rejection of claims 1-19 
under 35 U.S.C. 101 is believed to be overcome. 
Claim Rejections: 

Claims 1-3, 5, and 9 were rejected under 35U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Young et al ("Handling soft Modules in General Nonslicing Floorplan Using 
Lagrangian ") in view of Chen et al (" Floorplan Sizing by Linear Programming 
Approximation"). Claims 1-3, 5, and 9 were rejected under 35U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Young et al Handling Soft Modules in General Nonslicing 
Floorplan Using Lagrangian ") in view of Chen et aL (" Floorplan Sizing by Linear 
Programming Approximation") in view ofMurakawa (U.S. Patent 6,295,633). 

Applicants have modified the arguments below based on the most recent set of 
amendments to the claims. Applicants respectfully traverse in part and amend in part. 
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The cited references of Young, and Chen taken individually or combined neither teach 
nor suggest that which is claimed by Applicants' invention. The cited references of 
Young, Chen and Murakawa taken individually or combined neither teach nor suggest 
that which is claimed by Applicants' invention. 

The Young and Chen references merely describe the optimization principle of 
placing arrays on a panel. The Murakawa reference teaches how to match circuit with 
physical blocks. 

Applicants teach and claim a method for performing Printed Circuit Board (PCB) 
panel optimization which takes into account practical manufacturing parameters 
including calculations directed to variable panel dimensions, variable array lengths, and 
variable array widths to adjust an array layout and select an optimum panel dimension 
based on optimum calculated panel efficiency (as claimed in amended claim 1). The 
cited references taken individually or combined fail to teach or suggest utilizing these 
practical manufacturing parameter calculations as part of an optimization process for 
board layout. Claim 12, as amended, now recites generating optimum array and panel 
dimensions, as well as PCB placement orientation utilizing the PEF; and fitting the PCBs 
onto the at least one array and the at least one array onto the PCB panel utilizing the 
optimum array and panel dimensions and PCB placement orientation. Panel efficiency 
factors, such as PCB shape and size, PCB orientation, PCB spacing, array size limitation, 
array boarder and spacing, and panel boarders are used to generate an optimum panel 
layout. Applicants' step of generating optimum array and panel dimensions, and PCB 
placement orientation utilizing PEF iterations during optimization to achieve optimum 
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fitting of the PCBs onto the array and the array onto the panel is not taught or suggested 
by the cited references taken individually or combined. 

Accordingly, independent claim 1 and 12, as amended, along with their 
corresponding dependent claims are believed to be in condition for allowance. 

No amendment made was related to the statutory requirements of patentability 
unless expressly stated herein. No amendment made was for the purpose of narrowing 
the scope of any claim, unless AppUcant has argued herein that such amendment was 
made to distinguish over a particular reference or combination of references. 

The Applicants believe that the subject application, as amended, is in condition 
for allowance. Such action is earnestly solicited by the Applicants. 

In the event that the Examiner deems the present application non-allowable, it is 
requested that the Examiner telephone the Applicant's attorney or agent at the number 
indicated below so that the prosecution of the present case may be advanced by the 
clarification of any continuing rejection. 

The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge Deposit Account 5021 17, 
Motorola, Inc, with any fees which may be required in the prosecution of this application. 



Respectfully submitted. 



January 5, 2007 



Motorola, Inc. 

8000 West Sunrise Boulevard 
Law Department - MD1610 
Plantation, Florida 33322 
Customer Number: 24273 



By: /Barbara R. Doutre/ 
Barbara R. Doutre 
Attorney of Record 
Reg. No.: 39,505 
Tel.: 954-723-6449 
Fax: 954-723-3871 

E-Mail : docketing. florida@motorola. com 
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